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1. Page 6, last bullet: 

"Onsite Explorer Discoverer Intruder" should this be just "Onsite Intruder" 

2. Page 10, bottom of page: 

How does one determine concenaation in soil h m  site contour maps? 

3. Page 11, equaeion: 

The "x" used as a multiplication symbol is confusing. It would be better to 
eliminate this in all equations. 

4. Page 23, Last buller 

'The individual consumes all his water from a potable water sources which has 
been contaminated through air andor water pathways;" Is this assumption 
reasonable since all communities smunding the Rocky Flats Plant have 
public water supplies which treat water prior to distribution? 

5. Page28: 

The criteria as stated is contradictory, example, most of the models discussed are not 
public domain, 

6. Page 30, Section 3.1.1, first parag-raph: 

This is totally wrong and should be reworded - use DOE or EPA language. 

7. Page33: 

There should be no assumptions made about the presence or absence of physical 
charactaistics without evidence to back up the statement 

8. Table3-1: 

There are numerous models that are not described in this document, have all other 
models been eiirninated and if so, through what criteria? 

9. Page43: 

The availability of input parameters is subject to site specific field characterization 
work either already completed or in the process of completion, To say a model is 
too simplistic is to infer that you have all the data you will ever need to model a 
site. At RFP there exists limited data for the most part in all areas of the plant site. 
A complex model can be very misleading if used inapprcpiately With limited data. 
I am not SUE just what the document is trying to convey at this point 



Comments -2- 

10. Page 44 under 'w and Co- ", fourth bullet 

Are the decay constants for the organic species readily available? 

1 1. Page 47, second paragraph: 

How will discovery of new chemical contaminants which may be more toxic than 
any existing chemicals be taken into account? 

Section 3, surface water models: 

There is little description with regard to radiological surface water transport, as 
well, as chemical transport Most of the models reviewed are for mass transport 
and sediment loading, we are not doing analysis on mining activities in watersheds. 

Section 3, air quality: 

RFP has an ai r  model called TRAC, why is this model not mentioned in the review, 
it is probably superior to most models and is specific to RFP and surrounding areas? 

12. Page 50, last paragraph, first sentence: 

Should the buffer zone also be included in h e  land area? 

13. Page 62, last paragraph: 

What is "zemdimensional mixing"? 

14. Page 64, Item 8: 

"Since this d e l  is presented under Surface Water Runoff Models" is not a 
sentence and does not make sense. 

15. Page 69, first paragraph: 

"Soil moisture parameters and reservoir flow balance data are one year." This 
does not make sense and should be clarified. 

16. Page 70: 

For the surface water dispersioddilution models the discussion on only the models 
which can be used should be given. The selection process and comparison couId 
be made in au Appendix. 

17. Page 71, fourth bdler 

Why is this listed? Does the Rocky Flats P h t  release any of the percursars? 

18. Page 82, Item 2, first sentence: 

The word "used" should be replaced with "use". 



Comments -3- 

19. Page 100, second bullet, second sentence: 

The word 'project" should be "present". 

20. Page 104, third paragraph: 

This paragraph needs clarification as to what statistical significance is and to what 
purpose data reduction plays in determinin g cleanup? If not statistical significance, 
then what? 

last paragraph: 

All OUs ovedap with respect to contaminants and their boundaries are basically 
nondistinguishable from one another. 

21. Page 106, third paragraph: 

0.45mm should be 0.45 micron. 

22. Page 11 1, & D I i n e :  

How does this compare with what is already in place? Maybe some discussion of 
present sampling scheme should be discussed. 

23. Page 120: 

The topic here is eluding DOE, art you now Setting DOE policy ? (first paragraph) 
This type of interaction is determined in the IAG not here. 

24. Page 147,- ~~ undwatq second sentence: 

The word "this" should be "these". 

Conclusion: This is an extremely hard document to follow. Much too fragmented and the 
points of argument are not always accurate. A more comprehensive literature search needs 
to be completed to supplement "expert opinion" that is noted throughout this document 


